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Edcamps are a free, voluntary, and participant-driven form of unconference professional development.
This article reports on survey data gathered from 769 Edcamp participants. Beforehand, these educators
indicated diverse motivations for their attendance, including anticipation of what, how, and with whom
they would learn. Afterwards, respondents overwhelmingly gave high ratings to their Edcamp experi-
ences, and expressed interest in participating in future Edcamps. Qualitative comments suggested that
the combination of how learning occurred and with whom appeared to be the salient strength of par-
ticipants' experiences. However, most participants also identiﬁed areas for improvement in the Edcamps
they attended.
© 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).1. Introduction
Many educators, scholars, and policy makers see professional
development (PD) as key to the improvement of teaching, learning,
and schools (e.g., Mourshed, Chijioke, & Barber, 2010; Opfer &
Pedder, 2011). Although research suggests that high-quality PD
can improve instruction (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon,
2001; Van den Bergh, Ros, & Beijaard, 2014), traditional PD ap-
proaches are often criticized (e.g., Borko, 2004; Opfer & Pedde,
2011). However, in recent years there has been increased interest
and participation in an unconventional form of participant-drivenpenter), jayme.linton@lr.edu
Ltd. This is an open access article uPD known as Edcamps. The ﬁrst Edcamp was organized in 2010,
and ﬁve years later more than 925 of these unconference events
have happened worldwide. This fact should be noteworthy for
teachers and teacher educators, given that Edcamps are typically
free and happen outside ofﬁcial systems of teacher preparation and
development.
1.1. What is an Edcamp?
Occurring on Saturdays, Edcamps are typically one-day events
that are open to any interested participants. They utilize the prin-
ciples of Open Space Technology (OST), a structure for meetings
which holds that groups with a shared focus can self-organize,
collaborate, and solve complex problems (Owen, 2008). Prior to
Edcamps, other unconference events andmovements in a variety of
countries have successfully utilized OST principles, including, fornder the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
J.P. Carpenter, J.N. Linton / Teaching and Teacher Education 57 (2016) 97e10898example, technology-focused Barcamps, and Teachmeets that were
originally popularized in the United Kingdom. OST eschews tradi-
tional conference structures such as advance agendas, plans, and
materials, which are thought to potentially limit participants'
engagement, creativity, and collaboration. Also, OST features the
“law of two feet,” which encourages participants to move to con-
versations that meet their needs, even if this means leaving an
ongoing session (Owen, 2008, p. 95). The Edcamp Foundation, a
non-proﬁt organization created by the ﬁrst Edcamp's leaders, states
that Edcamps seek “to bring teachers together to talk about the
things that matter most to them” (n.d., para. 3).
Participants deﬁne the topics for each Edcamp's breakout ses-
sions the day of the event during an initial phase of brainstorming,
discussion, and selection. This is meant to ensure that the topics
align with participants' needs and interests. As sessions are
selected, event organizers assign each to a time slot and classroom,
creating a schedule that is then shared with participants. Choosing
topics the same day theoretically helps prevent lectures or pre-
sentations in which most participants are rendered passive.
Instead, sessions are meant to be discussion-based, and partici-
pants are expected to help “build understanding by sharing their
own knowledge and questions” (Edcamp Foundation, 2016, para.
3). While most camps have included any education topics chosen
by the participants, some events have focused on certain themes,
such as arts integration, or English language learners.
Participant testimonials spread via social media have increased
awareness of Edcamps (Demski, 2012). Any interested educators
can organize an Edcamp, as the Edcamp Foundation plays a facili-
tator role rather than attempting to limit whom hosts events. Most
Edcamps have occurred in the United States, although both Canada
and Sweden have seen large numbers of camps (Table 1). Edcamps
have been held in no less than twenty-two countries in total.
Additionally, some schools and school districts have employed
Edcamp or Edcamp-like approaches for their own PD. A number of
entirely virtual Edcamps have also occurred, utilizing video
conferencing tools, collaborative Google documents, Twitter, and
other technologies.
1.2. Theoretical perspectives
This study approached educator professional learning and
Edcamps guided by three interrelated theoretical perspectives.
First, Edcamps can be understood from a social constructivist
perspective (Vygotsky, 1978). Social constructivism holds that
learning is not an individual experience, but rather that knowledge
is created through interactions such as explanation, dialogue, and
negotiation. A social constructivist understanding of learning calls
into question the logic of the direct-instruction PD of isolated
teachers historically prevalent in many countries. Instead, PD
should, engage teachers with their colleagues in the social con-
struction of knowledge about their practice, as the Edcamp modelTable 1
Location and number of Edcamp events.
Location
United States of America
Canada
Sweden
Virtual Edcamps
Denmark
China, India
Belgium, Indonesia, Japan, Netherlands, Zambia
Australia, Chile, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates
Brazil, Colombia, Ghana, Korea, New Zealand, Venezuela, Vi
Note: Based on events listed on the Edcamp Wiki as of 21 Noseeks to do. Such experiences would be more likely to result in the
kind of learning that teachers need.
Our understanding of PD and Edcamps is also informed by two
adult learning theories that, like social constructivism, emphasize
the learner's active involvement in knowledge construction:
andragogy and heutagogy. Knowles (1984) rejected the idea that
adult learners' needs could be met by pedagogical approaches
originally created to serve children, and offered andragogy as an
alternative. Andragogy holds that adults need to be involved in the
learning process; have reservoirs of experiences that are potential
resources for learning; and are oriented towards learning which is
problem-focused and has immediate relevance. Heutagogy (Hase &
Kenyon, 2000; Kenyon & Hase, 2010) is a more recent extension of
andragogy that further empowers adult learners to more fully
determine their own learning path and process. Whereas in
andragogy an instructor is still involved in controlling and struc-
turing the learning experience, in heutagogy learning is largely self-
directed (Blaschke, 2012). Furthermore, heutagogy prioritizes not
just the acquisition of knowledge, but also the development of
skills, competencies, and capabilities, such as self-efﬁcacy, meta-
cognition, teamwork, and creativity. The Edcamp model, with its
emphasis on participants' needs, interests, and autonomy, appears
to align with many of the principles of both andragogy and
heutagogy.
1.3. Literature review
1.3.1. Professional development
Busy educators would be unlikely to attend Edcamps voluntarily
if they did not perceive some need for PD. But many educators lack
access to PD (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, &
Orphanos, 2009); for example, the majority of more than 70,000
participants in a survey of educators from twenty-three countries
desired more PD than they received (OECD, 2009). Despite some
examples of sustained, empowering, successful PD programs, such
as the Lesson Study approach which originated in Japan (Stigler &
Hiebert, 1999), in many countries traditional in-service PD models
typically have relied upon brief instruction in skills deﬁned by
external experts (Franke, Carpenter, Levi, & Fennema, 2001;
Webster-Wright, 2009). Such approaches seek to transmit knowl-
edge to teachers under the assumption that new techniques are
easily integrated into or replace existing practices. These training
activities have, however, often lacked connection to educators'
work in their schools, and failed to accommodate existing practices
and conditions (Timperley & Alton-Lee, 2008; Webster-Wright,
2009). As a result, PD has frequently been criticized as lacking in
time, relevance, active learning, and integrationwith school culture
(Hawley & Valli, 2007). Without a strong support system in place,
many teachers struggle to implement what they learn from isolated
PD experiences (Doolittle, Sudeck,& Rattigan, 2008). Such critiques
in part explain interest in new PD models such as Edcamps.Number of Edcamps
775
73
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8
6
4
3
2
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including that PD should feature active learning, as well as being
more long term, content focused, and connected to concrete
teaching and assessment tasks (e.g., Desimone, 2009; Webster-
Wright, 2009). PD that includes collaborative teacher inquiry, and
that develops or harnesses educator agency, has also been credited
with having transformative potential (Kennedy, 2014). Various
scholars have argued that because contextual factors inﬂuence
teaching and learning, PD should build on teachers' beliefs,
knowledge, needs, and existing practices (e.g., Opfer & Pedder,
2011). Other studies have underlined the importance of partici-
pant empowerment, conﬁdence, and voice (Dierking & Fox, 2013).
Participant motivations are also a key consideration in the
design and understanding of professional learning (Beatty, 2000;
Shulman & Shulman, 2004). Recent research has underscored the
importance of teachers' motivations to participate in PD in various
contexts such as Ireland and Northern Ireland (McMillan,
McConnell, & O'Sullivan, 2014), South Africa (Geldenhuys &
Oosthuizen, 2015), and Greece (Gorozidis & Papaioannou, 2014).
Educators' PD motivations are multi-faceted, and may include
various combinations of factors such as interest in improving
teaching, external validation, internal validation, ﬁnancial gain, and
collaboration opportunities (Hildebrandt & Eom, 2011; Kao, Wu, &
Tsai, 2011). It has been suggested that, particularly for teachers,
internal motivations are important because of limited professional
perks available to them (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986).
Furthermore, the voluntary nature of Edcamps means that under-
standing participants' motivations seems relevant to exploration of
this new professional learning phenomenon.1.3.2. Teacher collaboration
The Edcamp model requires effective teacher collaboration in
order to succeed. However, in many contexts teaching has histori-
cally been characterized by isolation (Lortie, 1975). Obstacles to
teacher collaboration aremany, and have been observed in a variety
of countries (e.g., Bovbjerg, 2006; Clement & Vandenberghe, 2000;
Kelchtermans, 2006; Kuusisaari, 2014; Vangrieken, Dochy, Raes, &
Kyndt, 2015). Top-down school leadership approaches can hinder
professional collaboration (Gates & Watkins, 2010), and chal-
lenging group dynamics sometimes stymiewell-intentioned efforts
at collaboration (e.g., Bezzina, 2006; Grossman, Wineburg, &
Woolworth, 2001). Although a popular push to create professional
learning communities (PLCs) in recent years has yielded some pos-
itive results (Vescio, Ross,& Adams, 2008), barriers to collaboration
persist. Many educators hold beliefs associated with autonomy that
must be broken down in order for PD to be truly collaborative
(Doolittle et al., 2008; Musanti & Pence, 2010).
Furthermore, teachers are seldom provided with time for in-
depth discussion of instruction with colleagues (Doolittle et al.,
2008). School schedules, duties, and the multitude of demands on
teachers often lead to a lack of meaningful communication within
the same school, department, or grade level (Musanti & Pence,
2010). In many countries, a lack of shared planning time compli-
cates efforts to collaborate within the school day (Lock, 2006).
Despite the potential beneﬁts of teamwork (e.g., Pietarinen,
Pyhalto, Soini, & Salmela-Aro, 2013; Ronfeldt, Farmer, McQueen,
& Grissom, 2015; de Vries, Jansen, & van de Grift, 2013), arranging
effective teacher collaboration is clearly no simple matter. Many
participants may arrive at Edcamp events with only limited past
collaboration experience. Howwell Edcamps take advantage of the
opportunities and mitigate the challenges associated with collab-
oration will likely play an important role in determining their
impact (Carpenter, 2015).1.3.3. Edcamps
A variety of practitioner-oriented publications (e.g., Swanson
et al., 2014) and blog posts (e.g., Anderson, 2014) describe
Edcamps, but there has been only limited research on the topic.
Swanson and Leaness's (2012) qualitative analysis of 30 blog posts
by Edcamp participants concluded that the posts described Edcamp
experiences consistent with the tenets of effective PD posited by
Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (1999). Wake and Mills (2014)
conference paper described the topics addressed during one
Edcamp event, and the results of a survey (N ¼ 42) of participants'
perceptions. Half of the Edcamp sessions related to technology, and
survey respondents indicated generally positive responses to their
Edcamp experiences.
Carpenter and Krutka (2015) research on a single Edcamp
similarly reported a strong emphasis on technology in the breakout
session topics, and overall enthusiastic evaluations. Participants
(N ¼ 95) highlighted the positive mood or emotional environment
of the event, and the participant autonomy. Many Edcampers did,
however, identify barriers to their full participation, including is-
sues with technology, the large number of Edcamp novices at the
event, and the nature and topics of discussion. Although these
initial, exploratory studies have made important contributions to
understanding of the Edcamp phenomenon, their limited quantity
and nature means there is a need for further investigation of this
new approach to professional learning.
Our research helps address a gap in the PD literature related to
informal, voluntary professional learning. While research on
educator development has often focused on formal pre-service and
in-service programs, educators do not learn solely in such contexts
(e.g., Carpenter & Krutka, 2014, 2015; Rienties & Kinchin, 2014;
Wesely, 2013). PD is considered by some to be a process which
educators themselves can direct, but studies of the “important
directive power emerging from participating teachers” are rela-
tively uncommon (Lieberman&Mace, 2010, p. 86). This article thus
responds to the need for PD research that takes “its focus beyond
formal programme boundaries” (Rienties & Kinchin, p. 123). The
participant-driven and informal nature of unconference PD such as
Edcamps mean that they may differ in fundamental ways from
other PD. Furthermore, Edcamps seem to feature a complicatedmix
of some of the maligned characteristics of traditional models (e.g.,
short duration) and the positive qualities associated with new PD
approaches (e.g., active learning). This research adds to the litera-
ture by delving into the motivations for attending and experiences
of a large number of participants from multiple Edcamp events.
1.4. Research questions
The research questions examined were:
1. What are participants' motivations for attending Edcamps?
2. What are participants' perceptions of their Edcamp
experiences?
2. Method
2.1. Instrument
The researchers created two online surveys to collect primarily
qualitative data about educators' experiences with and motivations
for participating in Edcamps, and secured approval from their
respective institutions' Institutional Review Boards to conduct this
research. The existing Edcamp literature, our own Edcamp expe-
riences, and electronic survey design criteria, as suggested by
Andrews, Nonnecke, and Preece (2003), informed the initial survey
drafts. Survey One (see Appendix A) addressed motivations for
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participant perceptions of Edcamp experiences. The surveys were
not correlated in the sense of a classical pre- and post-test of the
same items; instead, two surveys were given in order to capture
motivations and perceptions at the appropriate times. The surveys
both had three parts: informed consent, demographics, and items
eliciting Edcamp-related information. The surveys included close-
ended questions, open-ended prompts, and a single Likert scale
item. Given that Edcamps are typically a voluntary activity that
already requires educators to sacriﬁce time beyond their contrac-
tual responsibilities, we intentionally kept the survey brief.
Furthermore, because of the exploratory nature of the research; our
research questions; and our desire to allow the participants to
describe Edcamps in their ownwords (Erickson, 1986), open-ended
prompts predominated.2.2. Data collection
Data were gathered from participants via two online anony-
mous surveys distributed to participants prior to (Survey One) and
after (Survey Two) Edcamp experiences. Invitations to complete the
surveys were distributed through a variety of electronic means. We
asked Edcamp organizers whose contact information was available
through the Edcamp Wiki if they would be willing to share in-
vitations to the surveys with their registered participants. Orga-
nizers from 22 Edcamps in 17 states agreed to distribute the
electronic invitations to the surveys. Most commonly, the orga-
nizers included the invitations in both pre- and post-event e-mail
communications. Before and after each event, we also tweeted in-
vitations to the respective surveys using the hashtags associated
with each Edcamp (e.g., #edcampnc).2.3. Participants
Survey One had 592 responses, while Survey Two attracted 397.
By matching birthdates provided by participants, we determined
that 220 participants responded to both surveys, yielding a total
sample size of 769 individuals. Apart from one Edcamp event in
Canada, respondents described Edcamps that occurred in the
United States. Consistent with general demographics of the
educator workforce in the United States, the sample was over-
whelmingly female (81% vs. 19% male) andWhite (86%). In terms of
experience, the largest group of participants was those with 11e20
years in education at 36% (Table 2). Approximately half of re-
spondents were classroom teachers, while instructional support
staff such as curriculum coaches, and instructional technologists
were well represented (16%). Smaller numbers of librarians (8%),
school-level administrators (7%), “other” (7%), teacher educators
(6%), district-level administrators (5%) and pre-service teachers
(2%) were also present in the sample. The majority of respondents
(63%) were ﬁrst time Edcamp participants.Table 2
Respondents' years of experience working in education (N ¼ 769).
Experience Percentage of respondents
Pre-service teacher 2%
1e3 years 11%
4e10 years 28%
11e20 years 36%
21e30 years 17%
30þ years 6%2.4. Data analysis
Data from the open-ended survey items were analyzed using
open coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). The researchers indepen-
dently read and re-read the ﬁrst one hundred responses from both
sets of survey responses to identify patterns and themes, and
develop initial codes. We then compared our two code sets. Many
of our codes were similar, and through discussion we decided how
to combine codes where appropriate. Reconciling our individual
code sets resulted in sixteen tentative codes related to Survey One
and nineteen codes related to Survey Two, with overlap in some of
the codes for the two surveys. We then individually recoded the
ﬁrst 100 responses with this initial code set, and moved on to
coding the next 100 responses as well. In a second round of dis-
cussion we then looked at code frequencies, particular survey re-
sponses that we found difﬁcult to code, and cases where our codes
did not concur. This discussion led to the elimination of one code,
the addition of one new code, and reﬁned deﬁnitions of several
codes. While reﬁning the deﬁnitions of codes, we also identiﬁed
speciﬁc examples from the data to represent each code and help
provide a consistent deﬁnition for future coding. We then took this
new code set and individually re-coded again the ﬁrst 200 re-
sponses before moving on to coding the remaining responses. At
this point we compared our individual coding to deliberate upon
and reconcile differences (Salda~na, 2012). Through this process of
coding, discussion, reﬁning, and recoding, we achieved agreement
on 95% percent of codes.
After codes were reconsidered (Charmaz, 2006), a revised set of
24 total codes for the two surveyswas ﬁnalized (Tables 3 and 5). For
Survey Two, in some cases there were both positive and negative
codes associated with certain concepts. For example, participants
made both positive and negative statements regarding the topics of
Edcamp breakout sessions. Rather than group all of these state-
ments under a single “topics” code, we chose to utilize separate
“topics (positive)” and “topics (negative)” codes so that the fre-
quencies of these different types of comments could be noted
(Table 5). Every response to each survey item was assigned a code
or codes. Similarly coded data were grouped and compared to
consider similarities and differences in responses (Corbin& Strauss,
2015). We ﬁrst independently identiﬁed themes and categories
across the entire data set before meeting to compare and deliberate
upon categories that appeared to best make sense of the data. We
engaged in member checking (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) by sharing a
draft of ﬁndings with a subset of participants who had voluntarily
provided e-mail addresses for follow-up questions, and incorpo-
rated feedback from four individuals into our analysis.
3. Results
Findings revealed participants' motivations for and perceptions
of attending Edcamps.
3.1. RQ1. What are participants' motivations for attending
Edcamps?
Analysis of data from Survey One included 547 references to
what participants hoped to learn, 421 references to how they
hoped to learn, 414 references to people with whom participants
hoped to interact, and 83 references to logistics such as cost and
location. These data revealed four categories of participant moti-
vations: Content (What), Process (How), People (Who), and Logis-
tics (Where). These categories include all inductive codes generated
from the data (see Table 3 for frequencies of individual codes in
Survey One and exemplars of data receiving each code). Seventy-
two percent of respondents indicated multiple motivations, with
Table 3
Codes for Edcamp participant motivations from Survey One (n ¼ 592).
Code Frequency Exemplar data
Codes related to What participants hoped to learn
Learning 238 “I am interested in learning about the newest technologies being used in secondary instruction.”
Teaching strategies 133 “I hope to gain some more insight into different practices that will help me become a better educator.”
Technology 120 “I am hoping to learn more to enhance use of technology in the classroom to keep my students engaged”
Leadership 56 “To further develop expertness and leadership capacity”
Codes related to How participants hoped to learn
Collaboration/
Discussion
93 “I love the dialogue and sharing of the group.”
Curiosity 91 “I am intrigued by the format of Edcamp.”
Affective 85 “I've seen all of my friends from other states mention Edcamps & how fun & educational they were ”
Past positive experience 61 “I attended EdcampSC last fall and it was an amazing experience!”
Participant-driven/
Autonomy
60 “Frustrated with local professional development opportunities and wanted to ﬁnd one that would have topics I am interested in.”
Atypical 31 “Many workshops & conferences do not pertain to my teaching area (special ed), so I am excited to have more freedom to choose
applicable sessions.”
Codes related to with Whom participants hoped to learn
Participants 125 “My goal as I attend is to connect with like-minded educators who have the same passion and desire to grow professionally as I do.”
Recommendation 124 “Previous attendee said it was a great opportunity and NCTIES [conference] recommendation.”
PLN/Connection 123 “I am always looking to build my PLN and gather new ideas.”
Other codes for participant motivations
Location 53 “I found edcampelon after I started searching for an Edcamp near me.”
Cost 30 “The fact that the event is free also inﬂuenced my decision.”
Table 4
Overall rating of Edcamp experience from Survey Two (n ¼ 397).
Rating Percentage of responses
5 e Excellent 65%
4 29%
3 6%
2 0%
1 e Poor <1%
Table 5
Codes for Edcamp participant perceptions from Survey Two (n ¼ 397).
Code Frequency Exemplar data
Codes related to How participants learned
Collaboration/Discussion
(positive)
142 “The attendees were open to sharing, asking questions, and other great conversations.”
Collaboration/Discussion
(negative)
38 “Not every voice was heard.”
Autonomy/Participant-driven 124 “I was impressed with the willingness to tailor the experience to the attendees needs.”
Affective 82 “I loved the energy that was generated by all of the great ideas of those who have made education a central piece of their
lives.”
Atypical 31 “I got more out of Edcamp in one day than in a year of professional development mandated by my school system.”
Problem with model or its
execution
82 “I thought it would be nice if there had been some consensus built around the session board via a tool like Google Moderator.”
Codes related to with Whom participants learned
Participants (positive) 139 “Lots of knowledgeable people willing to share ideas”
Participants (negative) 61 “The last (session) I was in was dominated by a person who kept shooting down ideas”
PLN/Connecting 57 “I gained a vast network of colleagues”
Codes related to What participants learned
Learning 75 “There isn't a more authentic or democratic means of professional learning than EdCamp.”
Teaching strategies 46 “I have so much to bring back to my classroom, school, and system.”
Technology (positive) 75 “I'm walking away with 3 new ways to use technology to drive instruction.”
Technology (negative) 32 “Not one technology source was worked on enough to come away with the skill to use that technology.”
Topics (positive) 74 “Great diversity of the topics.”
Topics (negative) 47 “Sessions were highly concentrated around technology and STEM. Most of the sessions did not pertain to my teaching.”
Leadership 14 “I think this sort of conference is respectful of participants' experience and knowledge. It encourages leadership and taking
personal responsibility.”
Other codes related to participant perceptions
Organization (positive) 124 “The building, provided breakfast & lunch were fabulous!”
Organization (negative) 67 “Ran out of lunch - just had to wait until more was delivered.”
Cost 15 “Free professional learning close to home. It's a no brainer.”
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The most frequently coded category in Survey One data per-
tained to what participants hoped to learn. This category included
four codes: learning, teaching strategies, technology, and leader-
ship. Of the 592 respondents, more than one-third (n ¼ 238)
explained their motivation to attend by mentioning that they
hoped or expected to learn something new at their Edcamp. For
example, a middle school language arts teacher mentioned, “I wantto ﬁnd what I don't know and enhance my use of what I do know.”
Twenty-three respondents who were motivated by learning
J.P. Carpenter, J.N. Linton / Teaching and Teacher Education 57 (2016) 97e108102mentioned that they hoped to “grow” as a result of participation in
Edcamp, and 18 spoke in terms of gaining new knowledge. Many
participants speciﬁcally hoped to learn teaching strategies.
Approximately one-ﬁfth of participants speciﬁcally expressed
interested in learning about technology. For example, one teacher
wanted to learn about “the newest technologies being used in
secondary instruction.” Participants referenced speciﬁc
technology-based approaches to teaching and learning, including
bring your own device programs, one-to-one device programs, and
ﬂipped learning. Other technologies mentioned by multiple re-
spondents included iPads, Google Drive, QR codes, Apple TV, and
Google Classroom.
The leadership code was used for responses related to gaining
knowledge, ideas or resources at Edcamp in order to share with
others. Fifty-six attendees hoped to learn things they could pass
along to colleagues in their schools or districts. For instance, an
instructional coach wanted to “share my experiences and successes
with other teachers and pick up new strategies, pedagogy, and tools
to help both teachers and students be successful in the classroom.”3.1.2. Process (How)
The second most frequently coded category in Survey One data
was related to Edcamp format and process - how participants
hoped to learn. This category included six codes: collaboration/
discussion, curiosity, affective, past positive experience,
participant-driven, and atypical. The how aspect referred to most
often was collaboration/discussion with others. Ninety-three par-
ticipants were motivated by the opportunity to work with other
educators and engage in conversation. For example, a ﬁfth grade
teacher expressed a desire to “discuss topics in a collegial, collab-
orative and fun environment.”
Ninety-one participants described curiosity about the Edcamp
model and wanting to experience it for themselves. For instance, an
instructional coach stated, “I've only heard good things about it,
and I want to experience it for myself.” Another frequently
mentioned motivator was the moods, feelings, and attitudes asso-
ciated with Edcamps. Eighty-ﬁve participants mentioned affective
factors, using words such as “empowering,” “re-energize,” “inspi-
ration,” and “positive.” A teacher who had previously attended
several Edcamps was motivated by “the enthusiasm and energy
that comes out of providing teachers with such a ﬂexible and fun
form of PD.” Several participants commented on the low stress level
of Edcamps, including this comment from a technology facilitator:
“I enjoy the format of Edcamp, there is less stress. It is an easy going
atmosphere where everyone is there to learn and help each other.”
Sixty-one respondents attributed their motivation to previous
positive Edcamp experiences. A veteran teacher shared, “I have
attended a few Edcamps now and love the enthusiasm and energy
that comes out of providing teachers with such a ﬂexible and fun
form of PD.” Past experiences were described as “powerful,”
“beneﬁcial,” and “innovative,” and were credited with helping
participants connect with others and become better teachers.
Another motivator for attendees was the active role participants
play in Edcamps. Sixty respondents expressed a desire to direct
their own learning. For example, amedia specialist was attracted by
“the idea of the participants choosing the content we learn about.”
Various responses receiving this codementioned a desire for choice
and personalized learning experiences.
Thirty-one participants directly commented on the differences
between Edcamps and traditional PD. For instance, a music teacher
wrote, “I am passionate about learning the latest edtech ideas for
my classroom but I'm not interested in sitting through traditional
‘boring’ PD.” Other attendees noted that Edcamps offered different
topics than were available in local PD.3.1.3. People (Who)
The third most frequently coded category related to the people
involved in Edcamps. This category included references to the types
of people who typically attend Edcamps, and interest in connecting
with educators beyond their school or district. Many respondents
were also inﬂuenced by recommendations to attend Edcamp.
Of the 414 Survey One responses mentioning the people asso-
ciated with Edcamps, 125 described speciﬁc participants or types of
participants. Many of these comments included references to “like-
minded” educators, and people with similar issues and concerns.
For example, a middle school teacher commented, “My goal as I
attend is to connect with like-minded educators who have the
same passion and desire to grow professionally as I do.” Other
participants instead expressed a desire to connect with educators
from varied backgrounds, with diverse perspectives, and from
beyond their typical professional circles. For example, a science
teacher hoped to “connect with other educators from outside the
district.”
Attendees were also motivated by the opportunity to connect
with other educators who were part of their personal or profes-
sional learning networks (PLNs) (see Trust, 2012 for an explanation
of PLNs), and by the chance to expand those networks. These re-
spondents valued interacting face-to-face with educators with
whom they had previously connected online. A middle school sci-
ence teacher commented, “I know the people (via Twitter& in-real-
life meetups) and I want to collaborate with them in person.”
Another motivator related to PLNs was the desire to continue to
expand those networks by meeting new colleagues.
Many participants (n ¼ 124) mentioned receiving direct or in-
direct recommendations to attend. Recommendations came pri-
marily from supervisors, colleagues, and friends. Other
recommendations were indirect, such as announcements made at
conferences, or via social media and other communication net-
works. For instance, a Latin teacher “ﬁrst heard about Edcamps in
general through an ISTE Young Educator podcast.”
3.1.4. Logistics (Where)
A small percentage of attendees mentioned location and/or cost
as factors in their registering for Edcamp. The majority of attendees
mentioned factors related to what they would learn, with whom
they would learn, and how they would learn.
3.2. RQ2. What are participants' perceptions of their Edcamp
experiences?
Based on responses to Survey Two, participants in general
seemed quite positive about the Edcamps they attended. Given the
chance to rate their overall experience on a scale of one to ﬁve, with
ﬁve representing excellent, 94% of respondents chose a four or ﬁve
(Table 4). In addition, 94% of respondents reported intentions to
participate in future Edcamps.
Survey Two prompted respondents to identify both strengths
and weaknesses of their experiences, and also allowed respondents
to comment on why they might or might not attend a future
Edcamp. All participants described strengths of their experiences,
while 65% commented on weaknesses. Seventy-nine percent of
respondents identiﬁed multiple strengths to their experiences,
with an average of 2.67 positive codes applied to Survey Two
responses.
In many cases, motivations described in Survey One overlapped
with the nature of the experiences described in Survey Two. For
example, just as Survey One responses suggested strong attendee
interest in learning about technology, many Survey Two responses
highlighted learning about technology during Edcamps. However,
Survey One did not entirely foreshadow the results of Survey Two.
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vation in terms of what they anticipated learning (see Table 5 for
frequencies of individual codes in Survey Two and exemplars of
data receiving each code). And although many respondents to
Survey Two did describe what they learned at their Edcamp, the
highest frequency codes related to the how andwho associatedwith
Edcamps. The learning code that was by far the most frequent code
in Survey One was only the seventh most frequent code in Survey
Two.
Although participants tended to speak about the how and the
whomore separately in Survey One, many responses in Survey Two
combined references to the how and the who of the Edcamp
experience. For instance, a fourth grade teacher commented, “It
was very laid back and wonderful educators felt comfortable
sharing their ideas with each other.” Such interplay between the
learning process and the people involved seemed salient for many
respondents.
3.2.1. Process (How)
Positive comments about collaboration and/or discussion were
the most frequent code in Survey Two (n ¼ 142). For example, an
educational technologist wrote that participants were “willing to
contribute their ideas to the conversations” and another educator
praised Edcamps for “allowing educators to truly collaborate.” In
addition to learning about technology, a number of attendees
commented on learning through collaboration and communication
technologies such as Google Docs and Twitter. Despite the many
positive comments, 38 respondents also identiﬁed ways in which
discussion and/or collaboration were a weakness of their experi-
ence. For instance, one instructional coach commented, “I think it
was still a little new for people so there wasn't as much collabo-
ration as I was hoping … it ended up being more instructor led.”
Fifteen participants who identiﬁed collaboration and/or discussion
weaknesses did also mention strengths related to collaboration
and/or discussion. For example, a teacher who lamented that one
session was “a bit on the complaining side,” indicated that overall
she “really the liked conversations with other educators.”
Ways in which the Edcamp process is directed by the partici-
pants and supported their autonomy were highlighted by 125 re-
spondents, including how the attendees create the day's schedule
(n ¼ 32), choose which breakout sessions to attend (n ¼ 31), lead
sessions (n ¼ 14), and leave sessions that do not meet their needs
(n ¼ 14). An elementary literacy teacher wrote, “My favorite thing
about Edcamp is the fact that teachers are running everything.
There isn't a paid speaker talking about something he/she ﬁnds
important, or an administrator disseminating information to you
from the district.”
Eighty-two respondents made positive comments related to the
affective environment of their Edcamp experience. For instance, 21
participants noted the high energy level they experienced. One
attendee stated, “I REALLY feel energized by this experience and
wanted to stay to the end of the sessions and BEYOND!” Another
group of respondents praised the “laidback” or “low-stress” nature
of the events. An instructional technologist described Edcamps as
“not being so formal … more relaxed and comfortable.” Events
were also described as “fun” (n ¼ 10), “positive” (n ¼ 9), and
“friendly” (n ¼ 6). Edcamps thus appeared to offer an atmosphere
that appealed to many participants, although not all for the same
reasons.
Thirty-one participants contrasted their Edcamp experiences
with the professional learning opportunities typically available to
them. A number of comments noted how the aforementioned au-
tonomy afforded to participants was a change from their typical PD
experiences. For example, one respondent explained, “I believe
these type of unconferences provide the engagement and choiceregular PD lacks. Edcamp allows everyone to be in control of their
own learning.”
In addition to the previously described collaboration and/or
discussion weaknesses, 82 participants critiqued other elements of
the Edcampmodel or how it was executed at their particular event.
The largest number of these comments (n ¼ 56) related to the
process of deﬁning and selecting breakout session topics. Re-
spondents expressed concerns such as that Edcamp veterans
dominated the suggestion of topics, and that the process was less
democratic and more based on a “ﬁrst-come, ﬁrst-served”
approach. Participants also reported that the length of time spent
on different portions of the day was too much (n ¼ 7) or too little
(n ¼ 9), or that the event did not stick to its published schedule
(n ¼ 6). A handful of respondents felt that there were problems
inherent in the model itself. For example, an elementary school
teacher wrote, “The problem with deciding on which classes we
want to take at the beginning of the day is that the facilitators
weren't prepared with resources or actual ideas for us to take away
from it.”
3.2.2. People (Who)
Related to and sometimes overlapping with the many positive
comments regarding the Edcamp process were responses that
emphasized the importance of who was at the Edcamp. Such
comments regarding participants were the second most frequently
coded data in Survey Two (n ¼ 139). Many participants gave de-
scriptions of qualities of their fellow Edcampers, such as
“passionate,” (n ¼ 13) “willing to share,” (n ¼ 10) and “excited,”
(n ¼ 9). Multiple respondents also valued fellow participants
knowledge and experience. Ten respondents mentioned how their
Edcamp experience brought them together with “like-minded”
educators, while twenty-one respondents instead noted the variety
or diversity of attendees as a strength. In the latter comments,
“variety” was deﬁned in several ways, including educators from
different backgrounds, districts, grade levels, stages of their career,
and educational philosophies.
Consistent with the positive comments about fellow Edcamp
attendees, 52 responses mentioned opportunities to network and
connect with other educators as a strength of the Edcamp model.
For example, one attendee commented, “I built my network and
made connections to educators that are interested in learning and
sharingways to improve their classrooms.”Nonetheless, comments
were not entirely positive regarding Edcamp participants, as some
respondents also identiﬁed problems associated with who was, or
was not, in attendance. For example, ﬁve participants described
how a few negative individuals dominated the tone of particular
sessions. Several respondents noted weaknesses in some sessions
because of people whom they perceived to be missing. These
comments lamented cases of generally low attendance in sessions,
shortages of content and/or facilitation expertise, or a lack of di-
versity among participants. Three participants noted a lack of racial
diversity among participants, while one participant commented,
“as an educator who identiﬁes as part of the LGBT community, I feel
extremely under represented.”
3.2.3. Content (What)
In terms of what they learned, seventy-four respondents pro-
vided general description of Edcamps as a source of new informa-
tion and ideas. One teacher commented, “I love Edcamp and I
always learn so much.” Forty-six respondents spoke about their
learning in terms of classroom applications. For example, a middle
school math teacher commented, “I learned so much today and feel
inspired to try new things in my classroom on Monday.”
Learning about technology was the most frequent code per-
taining to what was learned at Edcamp (n ¼ 75). For instance, ten
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was learning generally about classroom uses of technology, while
others mentioned learning about speciﬁc technologies, such as
Google Forms or Promethean boards. Four respondents did ﬁnd the
quantity of technology discussed to be overwhelming. For instance,
one attendee wrote, “I have 25 or more web sites and downloads
and apps e but do not know how to actually use one of them.”
Respondents made a number of comments, both positive
(n ¼ 74) and negative (n ¼ 47), regarding the topics of breakout
sessions. Twenty-two educators highlighted the variety of content
addressed, including a K-8 instructional technologist who praised
the “very diverse offering of sessions.” Eight respondents noted
how in the case of smaller Edcamps there are often fewer sessions
for participants to choose from. For example, an instructional coach
commented, “I loved the topics that were not grade level speciﬁc
but one set of [breakout] sessions didn't offer anything like that.”
Various respondents felt that topics were too few in number
(n ¼ 14), and seven lamented the absence of particular topics, such
as bilingual instruction.
A small number of respondents (n ¼ 14) mentioned leadership
as an important part of their Edcamp experience. A high school
teacher, for example, wrote, “I was able to sharewhat I have learned
and was seen as knowledgeable whereas in other conferences I am
only informed. I liked being able to show my knowledge as well as
learn from others to help us all grow.”
3.2.4. Organization (Where)
Although 67 of the comments within this category were nega-
tive, almost twice as many were positive (n ¼ 124). Expectations
regarding the level of organization at Edcamps may vary, as some
participants adjust their expectations to the fact that Edcamps are
generally free and organized by volunteers, while others expect
more conference-like levels of organization. In terms of positive
comments, most common were general praise for the event orga-
nization, with twenty-one participants describing their Edcamp as
“well organized.” Facilities, door prizes, and free food were speciﬁc
elements appreciated by multiple respondents.
Among negative comments, there were various logistical com-
plaints ranging from building temperatures to the beverages on
hand. Nine respondents expressed frustration related to technol-
ogy, such as problems with Internet access.
4. Discussion
Participant motivations and perceptions alone cannot make the
case for the value of a particular PD event or program, but the re-
spondents to our surveys nonetheless indicated high levels of
enthusiasm for their Edcamp experiences, consistent with the
ﬁndings of previous research on Edcamps (Swanson & Leanness,
2012; Wake & Mills, 2014). In light of cynicism in some countries
regarding traditional PD approaches, these educators' interest and
optimism prior to their Edcamps, and their generally positive
evaluations afterwards, are noteworthy. Many respondents were
motivated by the opportunity to collaborate with the other Edcamp
attendees, direct their own learning, and contribute to the learning
of others, as heutagogy would suggest. Our ﬁndings support pre-
vious research that revealed a preference among educators for
participant-driven, teacher-led PD (e.g., Bond, 2015) and educators
feeling a strong sense of responsibility for their own professional
learning (McMillan, McConnell, & O'Sullivan, 2014). These ﬁndings
suggest that Edcamps are in at least partial alignment with research
that indicates effective PD features active learning (Garet et al.,
2001), autonomy (Dierking & Fox, 2013), and collaboration
(Ronfeldt et al., 2015).
As our ﬁndings revealed, how professional development isconducted inﬂuences educators' perceptions of their experiences.
How factors in our ﬁndings included collaboration, autonomy, and
affective elements. Our data are also consistent with previous
studies that suggest emotion is an important component of edu-
cators' professional learning (e.g., Golombek & Doran, 2014).
Although scholars regularly suggest technical characteristics or
qualities that should be included in the design of PD (e.g.,
Desimone, 2009), the literature less frequently addresses affective
matters. Teachers are often separated from other adults for large
portions of their workday, and teaching can be emotional, tiring
work. It thus makes sense that when educators do convene to
engage in PD, the mood, feelings, and attitudes present matter.
Edcamps' voluntary nature likely plays some role in their positive
energy, as one participant noted that it was important that “we all
wanted to be there.” Such a statement underscores how who at-
tends Edcamp was also an interrelated and contributing factor to
educators' motivations for attending and overall perceptions of
their experiences. Furthermore, the respect that the model affords
to teachers by allowing them to direct their own learning is prob-
ably another factor contributing to the apparent positive affective
environment at Edcamps. Our data suggests that the importance of
the affective component was not solely a matter of the novelty of
the Edcamp experience for rookies, as many Edcamp veterans
indicated affective reasons for attending additional Edcamps in
their survey responses.
The Edcampmodel does not, however, appear to alignwith all of
the elements of effective PD suggested in the literature. Edcamps do
not include structures that result in a focus on content, as recom-
mended by prior research (Garet et al., 2001). Indeed, in Survey
Two, no respondents referred speciﬁcally to increasing their con-
tent knowledge as a strength of their Edcamp participation.
Furthermore, the brief duration of Edcamp events and the potential
lack of integration with educators' work in their schools are remi-
niscent of traditional PD. A single Edcamp includes fewer contact
hours than many experts assert are necessary for effective PD (e.g.,
Desimone, 2009), and one participant did comment, “My worry is
that this information is going to be a one shot day and there will not
be follow through.”
Few respondents, however, expressed concerns regarding lack
of alignment between their Edcamp experiences and PD in their
schools or districts, despite past research ﬁndings that emphasized
the importance of PD programs being coherent with other ongoing
initiatives (Garet et al., 2001; Opfer & Pedder, 2011). Allen and
Penuel (2014) recent research on PD suggested that while for
some teachers coherence is of paramount importance, other edu-
cators are able to navigate some level of incoherence and still
advance their professional learning. Perhaps the type of educators
who elect to attend voluntary, unofﬁcial PD such as Edcamps are
more likely those who can navigate the possible dissonance
Edcamps could provoke. Furthermore, because the nature of
Edcamps allows educators to select topics and formats for their
learning, coherence may form organically. By allowing for more
self-directed learning, andragogical and heutagogical approaches
to PD such as Edcamps may face fewer obstacles related to
perceived dissonance and incoherence.
It seems important to note that PD can be about more than just
learning speciﬁc knowledge or skills; it can help teachers see
themselves as lifelong learners, continuously adapting in response
to students (Franke et al., 2001). With their participatory nature,
theways inwhich Edcampsmaymotivate and activate educators as
learners could be as meaningful as any information provided. One
respondent stated that in her Edcamp experience, “All the knowl-
edge you gain is really secondary.” In this educator's case, the pri-
mary beneﬁt of Edcamps was the opportunity to network with
fellow educators, and participants praised various other
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Edcamps may help facilitate connections and collaboration among
educators that could potentially provide beneﬁts beyond the single
event.
Participant comments suggested that while the Edcamp model
may be able to overcome some challenges related to collabora-
tion, not all breakout sessions were ideally collaborative. Due to
long-standing traditions of isolation and the many obstacles to
teacher collaboration that exist internationally (Lortie, 1975;
Vangrieken et al., 2015), Edcamp participants may have had a
lack of experience participating in deep collaboration with other
educators. Edcampers contributions could conceivably be hin-
dered by the fact that the topics of discussion are unknown until
the day of the event. Teachers accustomed to passive PD ap-
proaches may need scaffolding to facilitate their active partici-
pation in discussion. The social construction of knowledge can
also leave teachers feeling vulnerable and exposed, and will lead
to moments of tension and conﬂict (Musanti & Pence, 2010). The
potentially ephemeral nature of an Edcamp event could mean
that some participants withdraw when collaboration does
become challenging, rather than overcoming such barriers.
Moreover, educators from countries with historically collabora-
tive professional development structures may perceive Edcamp
collaboration as lacking the depth to which they are accustomed.
Norms and practices that contribute to truly collaborative ses-
sions may be key to the impact of Edcamps upon teacher
learning.
Although recent research suggests a positive impact on student
achievement from teachers at the same school collaborating
(Ronfeldt et al., 2015), the effects of collaboration among educators
not from the same schools are less certain. Such collaboration could
lead to rich cross pollination of ideas, and the import and export of
practices from different schools and districts, or could just as easily
be fragmented and lack depth or sustainability. Many of the par-
ticipants clearly enjoyed interacting with their Edcamp colleagues,
but the outcomes of those interactions are unclear. Little (2003)
noted an “optimistic premise” (p. 913) in the literature regarding
teacher collaboration, despite a lack of research that could justify
such optimism. To ensure that Edcamps are not simply a novel, fun
experience with little lasting impact, it seems necessary for the
model to incorporatemechanisms that will contribute to continued
conversations and collaboration beyond the day of the event.
Interestingly, several respondents from a Dallas-area Edcamp
mentioned participants signing up for “cohorts” that were intended
to work together after their event.
Edcamps have emerged at a time when some self-motivated
educators around the world are participating more actively in
their PD using technologies such as social networking sites to
voluntarily connect with other educators beyond their home
school, district, province, or even country (Carpenter & Krutka,
2014, 2015; Wesely, 2013). These educators are engaging in heu-
tagogical practices inwhat have been called online “afﬁnity spaces”
(Gee, 2004). In such environments, those with similar interests and
needs can meet and interact, unbound by geographic and temporal
restraints that have in the past limited collaboration. Educators
who experience such social constructivist, participant-driven pro-
fessional learning online may naturally look for opportunities for
similar face-to-face learning experiences. For some, Edcamps
appear to serve as a kind of ofﬂine afﬁnity space, allowing them to
move beyond the small groups of colleagues they are typically
limited to interacting with in PD. Edcamps could also serve an
important function as a face-to-face extension of online profes-
sional activity that helps initial virtual connections to become
deeper professional relationships.4.1. Limitations
One limitation of this study is the use of self-report surveys for
data collection. Because of the informal, organic, and voluntary
nature of participation in Edcamps, it was not possible to accurately
ascertain the total number of participants in the surveyed Edcamps,
and thus calculate a survey response rate. Another limitation was
that our survey respondents were overwhelmingly from the United
States. Policy and cultural differences in different countries are
likely to affect educators' perspectives on and experiences of
Edcamps. Additionally, this study could be limited by the re-
searchers' past experiences of the Edcamp model. Both authors
have participated in and organized Edcamps, which may have
inﬂuenced the types of questions that were asked, the ways in
which data were collected and analyzed, and the discussion of
ﬁndings. Finally, since data were gathered across multiple Edcamps
organized by various educators, the ﬁdelity of implementation of
the Edcamp model is uncertain. While the Edcamp Foundation
provides guidelines for event organizers, there is a great deal of
ﬂexibility for organizers in planning, organizing, and executing the
model. Furthermore, some of the Edcamps that provided responses
were led by people who had never attended an Edcamp prior to
organizing their own.
4.2. Implications for policy and practice
Despite its limitations, the results of this study suggest a de-
mand from a signiﬁcant number of educators for professional
learning opportunities of the collaborative, participatory type
provided at Edcamps. Teachers who do not feel the traditional PD
available to them through their schools meets their needs or in-
terest may want to consider ways to become involved with
Edcamps or other unconference style professional learning oppor-
tunities such as Teachmeets. Edcamp organizers might help ensure
that more participants are satisﬁed with the topics available to
them by offering more themed Edcamps and reﬁning the process
for building the slate of sessions.
Teacher educators and professional development providers may
want to reﬂect upon how the elements of the Edcamp model that
participants perceived as strengths could potentially be incorpo-
rated into other teacher development activities or programs. For
instance, how can other approaches to professional development
facilitate the positive affective environment apparently present in
many Edcamps?When could pre-service and in-service teachers be
provided increased opportunities for collaboration and active, self-
directed learning? When designing and facilitating teacher devel-
opment experiences, particular attention should be paid to how the
experience is facilitated and who participates. Teacher educators
may also want to consider opportunities to become directly
involved in Edcamps. Edcamps appear to offer a place in which
practitioner expertise is valued, and where teacher candidates and
university faculty can interact with highly motivated educators,
outside of the typical bureaucratic constraints of school district e
university partnerships. Educator preparation programs should
contemplate how they might encourage and prepare pre-service
teachers to take advantage of informal learning opportunities like
Edcamps. It is uncertain how the role(s) of teacher educators and
teacher preparation programs may evolve with the possible
expansion of participant-driven professional learning such as
Edcamps.
If Edcamps continue to grow in numbers, organizers of more
traditional conferences and PD activities may have to adjust to a
reality in which educators expect or demand more active involve-
ment and interaction (see Ferguson, 2013 for an example of edu-
cators subverting conventional conference structures). For
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supports a free, “ISTEunplugged” unconference event the day
before its traditional annual conference begins, and such practices
could become more common. It may be that tensions also emerge
as a grassroots, democratic approach to PD coexists alongside more
top-down models.
Education leaders in the many countries where Edcamps do not
currently exist may beneﬁt from considering whether some
Edcamp or unconference principles may be incorporated into PD in
their particular contexts. However, in settings where there is
already a PD structure that encourages collaboration and/or au-
tonomy, such as with the Lesson Study model in Japan (Stigler &
Hiebert, 1999), there may be relatively less demand for or enthu-
siasm regarding Edcamps. Our research also suggests the need for a
shift in how teacher educators, administrators, and policy makers
view unstructured professional learning. Policies in many school
districts have previously limited the types of PD that count for
continuing education credit. More inclusive deﬁnitions of profes-
sional learning that encompass participant-driven, voluntary PD
such as Edcamps may be necessary.
4.3. Future research
The education ﬁeld would beneﬁt from additional research on
Edcamps and other unconference PD models, as this and the few
other extant studies of the topic raise as many questions as they
answer. Ethnographic description could add depth and nuance to
the understanding of what occurs during Edcamps, and would
allow for richer comparison of Edcamp events. International or
comparative research that includes Edcamps outside of the United
States could also shed light upon aspects of the model that did not
come to the fore in our study. The many contextual factors that
inﬂuence educators' professional learning (Avalos, 2011) could
result in different outcomes for Edcamps enacted in other settings.
Research that explored Edcamp events hosted by schools and
school districts might help determine if and how afﬁliation with
such traditional bureaucratic structures affects the nature or char-
acter of Edcamps.
Establishing what, if any, impact educator Edcamp activity has
impact upon participants' beliefs, learning, and behaviors, as well
as on student learning outcomes, would also help measure
Edcamps' worth. Research could seek to determine how Edcamp
participants' heutagogical professional learning experiences affect
the ways in which they teach. For example, U.S. educator Kennett
(2016) was inspired by her Edcamp experiences to create Edcafe,
a pedagogical strategy that adopts various Edcamp principles. Do
other Edcampers also borrow elements of the Edcamp model and
make their own classrooms more participant-driven and/or dis-
cussion focused? Investigation of how attendees integrate their
experiences with existing practices would be worthwhile. Future
studies involving classroom observations, teacher interviews, and
classroom artifacts such as lesson plans and student work samples
could provide evidence related to the impact of Edcamp partici-
pation on teaching practice and student learning.
Research could explore how Edcamp experiences vary
depending on participant's years of experience in education or
number of previous Edcamps attended. Studies that follow in-
dividuals through their participation in multiple Edcamps could
also beneﬁt the ﬁeld. Additional exploration of who attends
Edcamps and why might help determine whether the model has
broad appeal or is only attractive to certain kinds of educators.
Finally, how online professional activity and face-to-face Edcamps
relate seems fertile ground for additional exploration and could
connect Edcamp research to research on blended learning com-
munities in Europe (e.g., Matzat, 2013). Research on if, how, andwhy educators who connect with colleagues via technology
combine those activities with Edcamps could shed light on the
ways some educators utilize a variety of mediums to facilitate their
professional learning.
5. Conclusion
Worldwide, there is a dire need for high-quality professional
learning opportunities for teachers. Given the historical failings of
traditional educator PD inmany countries and the importance of PD
to school improvement efforts, the exploration and critique of new
models of professional learning such as Edcamp are important to
the education ﬁeld. A number of participants in our study admitted
feeling dissatisﬁed with typical PD offerings and expressed a desire
to take control of their own learning. Our exploratory study yielded
encouraging initial ﬁndings regarding participants' motivations
and perceptions, and hinted at ways in which Edcamps may serve
as a model for re-envisioning professional learning for educators.
At present, there appears to be momentum behind the Edcamp
approach, as the number of events has steadily increased over the
past ﬁve years (Carpenter, 2015). It remains to be seen, however,
whether the model will sustain its growth. Grassroots approaches
to PD such as Edcamps contrast with the focus of policy makers in
many countries on scaling up PD. And it is reasonable to wonder
just how scalable Edcamps are if they rely upon participants to
sacriﬁce their personal time with neither remuneration nor
recognition from re-certiﬁcation systems. Although early adopters
appear to be quite enthusiastic about the model, it is unclear
whether the broader educator workforce will be exposed to
Edcamps and if they will be similarly receptive to the model.
Regardless of the fate of Edcamps speciﬁcally, principles associated
with unconference approaches to professional learning are, how-
ever, likely to inﬂuence the professional development landscape in
years to come.
Appendix A. Survey One
Which Edcamp are you attending?*Required.
Have you previously attended an Edcamp? *Required.
C Yes
C No
Why have you chosen to attend an Edcamp? *Required.
What factors inﬂuenced your decision to sign up? What are you
hoping to get out of the experience?
Appendix B. Survey Two
1. What Edcamp did you attend?*Required
2. Evaluate your experience at this Edcamp.*Required3. In your opinion, what were the strengths of this Edcamp?
*Required
4. In your opinion, what were the weaknesses of this Edcamp?
*Required
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C Yes
C No
C Unsure
OPTIONAL: Explain your answer to question 5.
If you are willing to be interviewed about your Edcamp expe-
riences, please include an email address here:References
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